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DETAILED ACTION 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 
CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for 
continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been 
timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 

1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 3/29/2010 has been entered. 

2. Claims 1-41 remain pending and are presented for examination. 

Response to Arguments 

3 . Applicant's arguments filed 3/29/20 1 0 have been fully considered but they are moot in 
view of the new ground of rejection. 

3.2 While the applicant believes that the independent claims, along with the dependent 
claims should be found allowable, the examiner respectfully disagrees and asserts that the 
combined references cited teach the entire claimed invention, as evidenced by the grounds of 
rejection below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4.0 Claims 1-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Lee ET al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,430,731), in view of Yalcin et al. (USPG_PUB No. 2003/01 40324, previously 
made of record). 
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4. 1 In considering the independent claims 1,6, 11, 19, 29, and 33, Lee et al. 
substantially teaches a computer implemented method for determining a worst-case transition, and 
particularly teaches the steps of determining at least a plurality of different arrival times and a 
plurality of different slews from a plurality of timing events propagated to an input of a gate of 
based at least in part upon a timing model of the gate (col.2 lines 16-33 and col.4 line 9-col.5 line 
5; also see col. 7 lines 4-10); selecting one of the plurality of timing events propagated to the input 
of the gate as a worst case timing event based at least in part upon the timing model, wherein the 
timing model comprises a load of the gate, an arrival time in the plurality of the different arrival 
times and a slew of the plurality of different slews of the plurality of timing events such that the 
one of the plurality of timing events propagated to the input of the gate with a worst output slew as 
a function of input slew is selected as the worst case timing event (fig. 11, coll lines 23-27, col.4 
lines 27-43, col.5 lines 1-5, and col.6 line 31- col. 7 line 31, col.14 lines 25-43 and col.15 lines 42- 
col.16 line 42); storing information related to the worst case timing event in a computer readable 
medium (col.14 lines 40-43 and col.15 lines 52-62). While Lee equation does not clearly show 
that the capacitive loading is part of his calculation, he discloses taking into consideration other 
parameters such as the capacitive loading of the model (see col.4 lines 37-49), and col.5 line 1-15 
shows a detailed spice simulation for static CMOS gates under different slew and capacitance 
loading conditions, and would clearly be understood be one of skilled in the art. Lee further 
teaches the processor and readable medium of claim 6 (see fig. 12 (210-220)). Nevertheless, Yalcin 
et al. substantially teaches generating a TLF model based upon inputs slew and capacitance 
loading selected (para 55-56, 60-63, 114). Lee and Yalcin are analogous art because they are from 
the same field of endeavor and that the model analyzes by Yalcin is similar to that of Lee. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skilled in the art to combine the ing 
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analysis of Yalcin with the method and apparatus of Lee because Yalcin teaches the advantage of 
speeding up timing analysis (see para 85). 

4.2 As per claims 2,7, 12, and 20, the combined teachings of Lee et al. Yalcin 
substantially teach the step of determining a plurality of gate delays for a plurality of input signals 
based at least in part upon the timing model of the gate (see Lee et al. col.4 lines 27-43; also see 
Yalcin para 55, 63, 114). 

4.3 With regards to claims 3,8, 13, and 21, the combined teachings of Lee et al. Yalcin 
substantially teach that the step of selecting the worst-case input timing event further comprises 
the step of selecting a worst delay based at least in part upon the gate delays (see Lee et al. col. 15 
lines 44-48). 

A A Regarding claims 4,9, 14, and 22, the combined teachings of Lee et al. Yalcin 
substantially teach that the timing model comprises To = Ti +Dg, Dg = F(Sj, C), So= Q(Si, C), 
where To is an output time, T; is an input time, Dg is a gate delay, Si is an input slew, C is a 
capacitive load of the gate, and So is an output slew, wherein the delay Dg of the gate depends, at 
least in part , on the slew of the input transition and capacitive load at the output of the gate (see 
Lee et al. col.4 lines 27-43, also see Yalcin para 55-56, 60-63, 114). 

4.5 Regarding claims 5,10, 15, and 23, the combined teachings of Lee et al. Yalcin 
substantially teach that the timing model is a timing library format (FTL) model (see Lee et al. 
col. 5 lines 7-17, also see Yalcin para 59-63). 

4.6 With regards to claims 16-18, the combined teachings of Lee et al. Yalcin 
substantially teach that the output slews of the output timing events includes slew rate of the 
output timings, which is determined by an amount of time for a waveform to transition from a first 
voltage to a second voltage (see Lee et al. col. 2 lines 16-33). 
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4.7 Regarding claim 24, the combined teachings of Lee et al. Yalcin substantially teach 
that the different arrival times comprise the arrival times of the timing event at each input of the 
gate (see Lee et al. col. 2 lines 16-33 and col.4 lines 9-43). 

4.8 As per claim 25, the combined teachings of Lee et al. Yalcin substantially teach 
that the different arrival times of the timing event at each input of the gate comprises the input 
times of the timing events (see Lee et al. col. 2 lines 16-33 and col.4 lines 9-43). 

4.9 With regards to claims 26,30, and 34, the combined teachings of Lee et al. Yalcin 
substantially teach that the different slews comprise transition times of the timing events through 
the gate (see Lee et al. col. 3 line 65-col.4 lines 43). 

4. 10 Regarding claims 27,3 1 , and 35, the combined teachings of Lee et al. Yalcin 
substantially teach that the transition times of the timing events through the gate are based at least 
in part upon characteristics of the gate (see Lee et al. col. 3 line 65-col.4 lines 43, also Yalcin para 
65, 114). 

4.11 As per claims 28,32, and 36, the combined teachings of Lee et al. Yalcin 
substantially teach that a duration of the transition times of the timing events through the gate is 
based at least in part upon characteristics of the gate (see Lee et al. col. 3 line 65-col.4 lines 43). 

4.12 With regards to claims 37-41, the combined teachings of Lee et al. Yalcin 
substantially teach that information related to the worst-case timing event is stored in a memory 
(see Lee et al. col. 14 lines 40-43 and col. 15 lines 52-62). 

Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 
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5.1 Hathaway et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,615,395) teaches a method for handling 
coupling effects in static timing analysis. 

6. Claims 1-41 are rejected and THIS ACTION IS Non-FINAL. Any inquiry concerning 
this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be directed to Andre 
Pierre -Louis whose telephone number is 571-272-8636. The examiner can normally be reached 
on Mon-Fri, 8:00AM-4:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Paul L. Rodriguez can be reached on 571-272-3753. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

I A. P. L./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2123 
April 8, 2010 

/Paul L Rodriguez/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2123 



